In the past decade or so, scholarship on slavery has emphasized Northern slavery. This scholarship serves as a reminder to historians and the public that slavery was not a Southern institution; it was an American institution. Much of this emphasis has focused on the American Revolution and its aftermath. This obviously was a crucial moment in the nation's history, because black slavery and freedom sat in the balance as Americans won political independence and then established a republic based on individual liberty. The contradictions, struggles, and victories over slavery and freedom in this milieu make for exciting history. For this precise reason, it is a mystery why historians have largely neglected the history of slavery in New Jersey. Of course, New Jersey has been ignored in favor of its two large neighbors, New
York and Pennsylvania, in other areas of history, too. Historians of the Revolution, labor, immigration, and urbanization have all also lamented the neglect of New Jersey in their histories.
After reviewing the three works in this collection, it is clear that New Jersey was the perfect battleground for this conflict. The works of Sue Kozel, Timothy Hack, and Jonathan Mercantini demonstrate that New Jersey was becoming both a freer state and a stronger slave state during and after the American Revolution. This paradox reflects the equally paradoxical situation of New Jersey as a state with strong internal division (between East and West Jersey), a significant Quaker population, and with very porous borders with both Southern and Northern states. The internal divisions, existence of Quakers, and weak borders give the history of slavery in New Jersey its own feel. It would not be surprising if future research will show that those porous borders expand throughout the Atlantic world. As these essays demonstrate, this paradoxical state provides an exciting location in which to study America's struggle to become a nation of freedom and slavery. New Jersey's agriculture, culture, and population have influenced the nature of the slavery in the state. Overall, slaves made up a small but significant part of the population, between 6 and 8 percent overall, a percentage similar to the nearby states of Pennsylvania and New York.
But if we narrow our focus to the primary slave-owning regions of the state, the percentage rises to close to 10 percent.
The slave-owning regions were primarily in West Jersey, and slavery there had an interesting tenor. As it was for New York and Pennsylvania, New Jersey's bread-basket agriculture created the context for the presence of slavery. The crops required intense seasonal work that needed hands more than muscle. The diminished need for labor off-season meant that having large slave plantations could be financially onerous. Off-season wheat storage, milling, and shipping certainly needed hands but fewer than during the peak season. The seasonal intensity did necessitate a large workforce, and slavery was, therefore, a significant part of the labor economy of the region. In this area, therefore, plantations generally maintained a ratio of 1 to 5 slaves per owner. Since the work required less muscle power, women could prove to be versatile labor, working in the household during off-times and in the fields when necessary. Moreover, larger plantation owners could hire their surplus labor throughout the year for a tidy profit. However, the labor market could not reserve too many large plantations with slaves to hire. This should remind us of the momentous decision that lay before these slaves. Seeking freedom certainly had a deep meaning for enslaved men and women throughout the United States. However, the decision to run away was emotional and risky. Many slaves ran away; many more did not. Boston King, a South Carolina slave who decided to run to the British, explains this feeling vividly. Boston, exhausted by the "cruelty" of his enslavement, felt he had to escape. He described the risks of his decision as "throw[ing] myself into the hand of the English."
He was, therefore, relieved when they "received me readily." He went on to explain that the "happiness of liberty" was tempered by the grief of losing his friends. 4 Slaves in New Jersey had strong communal ties.
New Jersey slaves saw a huge challenge and refused to jeopardize their family even for a short trip across the river.
A relatively large number of slaves chose to seek emancipation a safer way. They sought legal means to free themselves through the courts. Professor Kozel's research recognizes at least 30 of these cases in New Jersey and highlights three of them. These cases, known as freedom suits, or as Professor Kozel calls them, manumission cases, were widespread throughout the Revolutionary era. My own research on Massachusetts and South Carolina demonstrates this. In South Carolina, the most-oppressive slave regime in the United States, had three such cases despite tremendous obstacles. Massachusetts, with its relatively small slave population, had a few dozen, a couple of which toppled the institution of slavery in the state. 5 As the research in this collection demonstrates, New Jersey's freedom suits run between these two extremes. The number of suits was similar to Massachusetts, however, their function was consistently more conservative than the most radical cases in Massachusetts. But in doing so, they demonstrate the interesting complexity of defining freedom during the Revolutionary era.
Professor Kozel recognizes three different parties involved in these cases. The Quaker advocates of the slaves, the slaves, and the legal system. The slaves were contesting their illegal enslavement.
They did not demand to end slavery in New Jersey. They simply sought individual emancipation based upon illegal bondage. The slave certainly sought to gain the liberty that the Revolutionary era seemed to promise and questioned the institution of slavery, especially for himself or herself. Professor Kozel's research demonstrates that the Quaker advocates also used these cases to advance their cause to abolish husbandry meant that this distinction of maternal birth was very significant. If a mother was a free American Indian, as many slaves were able to prove, the slave, according to a long history in the state, ought to be free. Likewise, Massachusetts valued contract and property law.
Therefore, since the state recognized the slaves' right to own property and engage in a contract, the majority of freedom suits in Massachusetts sued on the basis of a broken contract. If an owner agreed to free a slave after certain conditions were established and did not or sold the slave in the midst of that contract, the courts supported the slaves. As scholars explore New Jersey emancipations, they should scrutinize the cases to understand how the suits reflect basic legal values of the state. 6 Too often the history of the American Revolution is a history of men. We see in these papers hints of the roles women played. In Professor Mercantini's telling, Susan Kean, a white woman, used slavery as a tool for independence. As the mistress of the plantation, Mrs. Kean 
